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DETAILED ACTION
Specification

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities:

Page 10, line 8: “angel” should be —angle--.
Appropriate correction is required.

On Page 7 of the specification, applicant states that the “dome (20)
is preferably made of an opaque or translucent structural material’. The
word opaque has the meaning of impervious to the passage of light, which

would eliminate the purpose of the skylight.

Claim 14 is objected to because of the following informalities:
It appears claim 14 should be dependent upon claim 13.

Appropriate correction is required.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112:

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention.

Claims 4,7,20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. The phrases
“completely diffused” and “complete diffusion” are used in these claims and a
proper explanation of these phrases is not included in the specification. These

phrases cause the claims to be unclear and.indefinite.

Page 2
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Claim 14 recites the limitation "said notch system" in line 1. There is

insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this
| Office action:

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless —

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language.

Claims 1,2,6,7,9, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being

anticipated by Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale.

Claim 1:
Bracale teaches a skylight system comprising:
a tapered light tube (2, Fig.1) comprising a top and a bottom;
said tapered light tube wider at said tob than at said bottom

(Fig.1).

Claim 2:
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Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 1 (above) further

comprising a dome (4, Fig.1) at said top.

Claim 6:
Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 1 (above) further

comprising a diffuser (30, Fig.5) at said bottom.

Claim 7:
Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 6 (above) wherein
said diffuser comprises complete diffusion (Page 2, paragraph 37, lines 1-

2) on its interior.

Claim 9:
Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 1 (above) comprising
said tapered light tube (2, Fig.1), a top dome (4, Fig.1) disposed at a top of
said tapered light tube, and a bottom diffuser (30, Fig.5) disposed at a

bottom of said tapered light tube.

Claim 16:
Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 1 (above) wherein
said light tube further comprises a reflective interior (Page 1, paragraph

18, line 4).



Application/Control Number: 10/770,251 Page 5
Art Unit: 3635

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for

éll obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the
invention was made.

Claims 3,4, and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
u'npatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale in view of

USPN 5,983,581 to DeBlock et al.

Claim 3,4,5

Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 2 (above), Bracale
does not teach wherein said dome comprises a diffused dome per claim 3,
wherein said dome comprises a completely diffused dome on its interior
per claim 4, or wherein said diffused dome comprises a prismatic diffuser
per claim 5. DeBlock et al. does teach however wherein said dome
comprises a diffused dome (Column 4, lines 25-35) per claim 3, wherein
said dome comprises a complefely diffused dome on its interior (Column
4, lines 25-35) per claim 4, or wherein said diffused dome comprises a
prismatic diffuser (Column 3, lines 38-39) per claim 5.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have created a top dome out of a material

that would cause the dome to completely diffuse light into the tube,
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directing the light down the tube. It would also be obvious to include a
prismatic diffuser, which scatters the light into the tube at angles causing
the light to continue down the light tube. Using a diffuser is an idea well
known in the art of skylights and lights in general; therefore substituting
the transparent top dome with a translucent/prismatic top dome would

have been obvious to enhance the light collecting characteristics.

Claims 8,10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale in view of

Publication No. US 2003/0066254 A1 to DeBlock.

Claim 8:

Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 6 (above); Bracale
does not teach wherein said bottdm diffuser comprises a prismatic
diffuser. Deblock teaches wherein said bottom diffuser comprises a
prismatic diffuser (Page 1, paragraph 16, line 5).

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have substituted the bottom diffuser with a
prismatic diffuser to better enhance the scattering of the light into the room
into which the skylight directs the sunlight. Prismatic diffusers are very
well known in the art and would have been an obvious application in

~ Bracale’s skylight system.
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Claim 10:

Bracale and DeBlock teach the skylight system of claim 8 (above).
DeBlock also teaches wherein said tapered light tube is sealed to said top
dome (Page 1, paragraph 18, lines 1-4), but does not teach said light tube
is sealed to said bottom diffuser, resulting in a completely sealed skylight
system.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have sealed the skylight system on both

ends where the openings exist in order to keep out bugs and/or dust.

Claim 11:

Bracale and DeBlock teach the skylight system of claim 8 (above),
but they do not directly teach wherein each of said dome, said tapered
tube, and said bottom diffuser are stackable during shipping and storage
with other similar components. However, Bracale's dome, tapered tube,
and bottom diffuser are clearly capable of being stacked.

Bracale’s top dome is a hemispherical dome so it can obviously be
stacked. Bracale's system has a tapered tube, so it as well can obviously
be stacked. Bracale’s bottom diffuser is either flat or hemispherical which
can obviously be stacked. The shape of the skylight system is merely a
design choice. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the

art at the time the invention was made to have created a design of a
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skylight which had parts that were able to be stacked during shipping or

storage.

Claims 12 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale in view of
USPN 5,596,848 to Lynch.

Claims 12, 15:

Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 2 (above), but he does
not teach wherein said top dome comprises a notch system and said
tapered light tube is disposed within said notch system per claim 12 or
wherein the notch system further comprises a gasket per claim 15. Lynch
teaches wherein said top dome comprises a notch system (30,37, Fig.4)
and said tapered light tube is disposed within said notch system per claim
12 or wherein the notch system further comprises a gasket (36, Fig.6) per
claim15.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have included a notch system on the
bottom of the dome, which mates with the top of the tapered tube and
creates a more secure connection and seal between the two. It is also
obvious to include a gasket in this notch system to seal the opening
between the dome and the tube. The use of mating edges, such as a
notch and a lip, as well as gasket to seal the mating edges are two

extremely well known practices.
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Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale in view of

USPN 5,896,713 to Chao et al.

Claim 13,14:

Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 6 (above), but he does
not teach wherein said bottom diffuser comprises a notch system and said
tapered light tﬁbe is disposed within said notch system per claim 13 or
wherein the notch system further comprises a gasket per-claim 14. Chao
et al. teaches wherein said top dome comprises a notch system (26, Fig.5)
and said tapered light tube is disposed within said notch system per claim
13 or wherein the notch system further comprises a gasket (94, Fig.5) per
claim 14.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have included a notch system on the top
of the bottom diffuser, which mates with the bottom of the tapered tube
and creates a more secure connection and seal between the two. It is
also obvious to include a gasket in this notch system to seal the opening
between the bottom diffuser and the tube. The use of mating edges, such
as a notch and a Iip, as well as gaskef to seal the mating edges are two

extremely well known practices.
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Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale in view of USPN 6,604,329 B2

to Hoy et al.

Claim 17:

Bracale teaches the skylight system of claim 1 (above), Bracale
does not teach wherein a back of said top of said light tube is higher than
a front of said top of said light tube. Hoy et al. teaches wherein a back of
said top of said light tube is higher than a front of said top of said light tube
(Fig.1). |

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have created a light tube in wh.ich the back
of the tube is higher than the front of the tube causing the tube to form to
the shape of a slant roof. Also a slant tube is known to collect more light
at a desired angle to direct the light down the tube. The idea of the shape

of the tube is well known and is merely a design choice.

Claims 18,22,23, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0066254 A1 to DeBlock.

Claim 18:
DeBlock teaches a skylight system comprising:

A light tube (16, Fig.1) comprising a top and a bottom;
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A dome (20, Fig.3) disposed at and sealed (Page 1,
paragraph 18, lines 1-4) at said top of said light tube;
A diffuser (14, Fig.1) disposed at said bottom of said light
tube;
DeBlock does not teach a diffuser sealed at said bottom of said light tube,
said combination of said light tube, said top dome and said bottom diffuser
permanently sealed.
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have sealed the skylight system on both

ends where the openings exist in order to keep out bugs and/or dust

Claim 22,23, and 28:
DeBlock teaches the skylight system of claim 18 (above) wherein
said bottom diffuser comprises complete diffusion (Page 1, paragraph 16,
lines 4-7) on its interior per claim 22, wherein said bottom diffuser
comprises a prismatic diffuser (Page 1, paragraph 16, line 5), and wherein
said light tube further comprises a reflective interior (Page 2, paragraph

24, lines 1-3).

Claims 19,20, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0066254 A1 to DeBlock in view of

USPN 5,983,581 to DeBlock et al.
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Claim 19,20,21

DeBlock teaches the skylight system of claim 18 (above), DeBlock
does not teach wherein said dome comprises a diffused dome per claim
19, wherein said dome comprises a completely diffused dome on its
interior per claim 20, or wherein said diffused dome comprises a prismatic
diffuser per claim 21. DeBlock et al. teaches wherein said dome
comprises a diffused dome (Column 4, lines 25-35) per claim 19, wherein
said dome comprises a completely diffused dome (Column 4, lines 25-35)
on its interior per claim 20, or wherein said diffused dome comprises a
prismatic diffuser (Column 3, lines 38-39) per claim 21.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have created a top dome out of a material
that would cause the dome to compietely diffuse light into the tube,
directing the light down the tube. It would also be obvious to include a
prismatic diffuser, which scatters the light into the tube at angles causing
the light to continue down the light tube. Using a diffuser is an idea well
known in the art of skylights and lights in general; therefore substituting
the transparent top dome with a translucent/prismatic top. dome would

have been obvious to enhance the light coliecting characteristics.
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Claims 24 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0066254 A1 to DeBlock in view of

USPN 5,596,848 to Lynch.

Claim 24,26:

DeBlock teaches the skylight sys'tem of claim 18 (above), but does
not teach wherein said top dome comprises a notch system and said light
tube is disposed within said notch system per claim 24 or wherein the
notch system further comprises a gasket per claim 26. Lynch teaches
wherein said top dome comprises a notch system (30,37, Fig.4) and said
light tube is disposed within said notch system per claim 24 or wherein the
notch system further comprises a gasket (36, Fig.6) per claim 26.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have included a notch system on the
bottom of the dome, which mates with the top of the tapered tube and
creates a more secure connection and seal between the two. It is also
obvious to include a gasket in this notch system to seal the opening
between the dome and the tube. The use of mating edges, such as a
notch and a lip, as well as gasket to seal the mating edges are two

extremely well known practices.
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Claims 25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0066254 A1 to DeBlock in view of

USPN 5,896,713 to Chao et al.

Claim 25,27

DeBlock teaches the skylight system of claim 18 (above), but does
not teach wherein said bottom diffuser comprises a notch system and said
light tube is disposed within said notch system per claim 25 or wherein the
notch system further comprises a gasket per claim 27. Chaq et al.
teaches wherein said top dome comprises a notch system (26, Fig.5) and
said light tube is disposed within said notch system per claim 25 or
wherein the notch system further comprises a gasket (94, Fig.5) per claim
27. |

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have inclUded\a notch system on the top
of the bottom diffuser, which mates with the bottom of the tapered tube
and creates a more secure connection and seal between the two. It is
also obvious to include a gasket in this notch system to seal the opening
between the bqttom diffuser and the tube. The use of mating edges, such
as a notch and a lip, as well as gasket to seal the mating edges are two

extremely well known practices.
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Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Publication No. US 2003/0066254 A1 to DeBlock in view of USPN 6,604,329 B2

to Hoy et al.

Claim 29:

DeBlock teaches the skylight system of claim 18 (above), but does
not teach wherein a back of said top of said light tube is higher than a front
of said top of said light tube. Hoy et al. teaches wherein a back of said top
of said light tube is higher than a front of said top of said light tube (Fig.1).

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have created a light tube in which the back
of the_ tube is higher than the front of the tube causing the tube to form to
the shape of aAsIant roof. Also a slant tube is known to collect more light
at a desired angle to direct the light down the tube. The idea of the shape

of the tube is well known and is merely a design choice.

Claims 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale.

Claim 30:
Bracale teaches the skylight comprising a light tube, a bottom
diffuser, and a top dome (above), Bracale does not teach cutting a hole in

the roof and lowering the skylight system through the hole in the roof.
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
tiﬁwe the invention was made to install the skylight system in the manner
which is presented in claim 30. It is extremely well known and obvious to
known in order to have a skylight, one must cut a hole in the roof, which
will accommodate for the light tube. It is also extremely obvious to lower
the tube into the hole in order to place the tube through the roof. Further
is very obvious to attach the dome and the diffuser to the light tube in
order to complete the light tube assembly. This method of assembling the

skylight system is notoriously well known.

Claim 31:

Bracale teaches the method of claim 30 (above) as well as the
tapered tube, Bracale does not teach lowering the tapered tube through a
hole until the roof stops the tapered light tube.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made .to lower the tapered tubé through the hole
just like in claim 30. It would have also been obvious to create a hole a
certain size smaller than the tapered tube in order to create a friction fit

when the tube is lowered into the hole.

Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale in view of Publication No. US

2003/0066254 A1 to DeBlock.
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Claim 32:

| Bracale teaches the method of claim 30, Bracale does not teach
wherein the step of disposing a diffuser to the light tube comprises
permanently sealing the diffuser to the light tube; and wherein the step of
disposing a dome atop the light tube comprises permanently sealing the
dome atop the light tube; resulting in a permanently sealed skylight
system. DeBlock teaches wherein the step o‘f disposing a dome atop the
light tube comprises permanently sealing (Page 1, paragraph 18, Iiﬁes 1-
4) the dome atop the light tube. DeBlock does not teach wherein the stép-
of disposing a diffuser to the light tube comprises permanently sealing the
diffuser to the light tube; resulting in a permanently sealed skylight systeh.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the

time the invention was made to have sealed the skylight system on both
ends where the openings exist .in order tp keep out bugs and/or dust. In
order to have a sealed skylight system, it is extremely obvious that one

must take the step to actually seal the skylight system.
Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unbatentable over
Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale in view of USPN 5,596,848 to

Lynch.

Claim 33:
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Bracale teaches the method of claim 30 (above), but he does not
teach wherein the step of disposing the dome atop the light tube
comprises providing a dome with a notch system andA disposing the light
tube with the notch system. Lynch teaches‘wherein said top dome
comprises a notch system (30,37, Fig.4) and said tapered light tube is
disposed within said ndtch system.

It would have been obvious tb one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was made to have included a notch system on the
bottom of the dome, which mated with the top of the tapered tube, creating
a more secure connection and seal between the two. It is also obvious to
take the step of disposing the tube within the notch system in order to
secure the con.nection. The use of mating edges, such as a notch and a
lip, aé well as gasket to seal the mating edges are two extremely well

known practices.

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Publication No. US 2003/0079422 A1 to Bracale in view of USPN 5,896,713 to

- Chao et al.

Claim 34
Bracale teaches the method of claim 30 (above),
Bracale does not teach wherein the step of disposing the diffuser at the

bottom of the light tube comprises providing a diffuser with a notch system
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and disposing the light tube within the notch system. Chao et al. teaches
whAerein said top dome comprises a notch system (26,Fig.5) and said |
taperéd light tube is disposed within said notch system.

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the aﬁ at the
time the invention was made to have included a notcﬁ system on the
bottom of the dome, which mated with the top of the tapered tube, creating
a more secure connection and seal between the two. It is also obvious to
take the step of disposing the tube within the notch system in order to
.secufe the connection. The usé of mating edges, such as a n'otéh and a
lip, as well as gasket to seal the mating ‘ed'ges are two extremely well

known practices.

Conclusion
.Any inquiry concerning this communication or eérlier communications from
the examiner should be directed to Ryan D. Kwiecinski whose t'eléphone.nUmber
is (571)272-5160. The examinef can normally be reached on 9 am - 4 pm.
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, _fhe
examiner's supervisor, Naoko Slack can be reached on (571)272-6848. The fax
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is

assigned is 571-273-8300.
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service

Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-

9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. . :

Z 7z SN - NAOKO SLACK
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER

RDK TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600



	2006-11-09 Non-Final Rejection

